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In-Lieu Fee (ILF) Mitigation
“A program involving the restoration, 
establishment, enhancement, and/or 
preservation of aquatic resources through 
funds paid to a governmental or non-profit 
natural resources management entity to 
satisfy compensatory mitigation 
requirements.”
40 CFR Part 230. Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of
Aquatic Resources; Final Rule
A Watershed Approach
Ecosystem Services:
..such as water and sediment 
movement at
the watershed scale
..such as a stream channel
or estuary delta
Mid Scale




Puget Sound Watershed Characterization Project
4 watershed-based assessments



























• WRIA 15 - 8 of the 11 top-scoring sites 
are located within a high priority AU
• WRIA 16/14b - 7 of the 10 top-scoring 
sites are located within a high priority AU
• WRIA 17 - 7 of the 7 top-scoring sites are 








WQ = 1.7 to 3.1
Hydro = 1.2 to 2.3
Habitat =  6.8
What Have We Learned?
• Finding ILF mitigation sites is hard  
•Watershed characterization data can help narrow 
your search, but it won’t get you to the site scale
• There may be “good” mitigation sites in AUs that 
are not high priorities for restoration—work 
backward to evaluate processes, 
upstream/downstream influences, etc. to ensure 
these sites will be sustainable 
• The wetland credit debit tool may not always 
recognize watershed scale benefits
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